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CCAFS/FAO Expert Workshop on Smallholder Mitigation:  
Mitigation Options and Incentive Mechanisms  
Rome, 7-8 July 2011 
Workshop Summary 
 
 
 
The Workshop on Mitigation Options and Incentive Mechanisms was held on the identification of incentives 
for pro-poor smallholder-based mitigation. Its objective was to  
1. Explore mitigation incentives to support smallholder livelihoods and food security, addressing:  
- Costs and benefits of mitigation options at the farm level and barriers for their adoption  
- Incentive mechanisms and associated institutional arrangements  
- Mechanisms specifically to reach women and the poor. 
2.  Develop principles for pro-poor incentives for smallholder farmers and  
3.  Identify priorities for actions and research. 
 
The following document provides a summary of the different sessions held during the workshop, as well as 
the agenda and participant list and the summaries of the group sessions. 
 
Day 1 - Morning Session  
Presentations on the Costs and Benefits of Mitigation Options by: 
- Giacomo Branca “Empirical evidence of food security and mitigation benefits from improved cropland 
management”  
- Leslie Lipper “Everything you always wanted to know about: Constraints to adoption of sustainable 
land management practices”  
- Alex de Pinto “Comparison on cost-benefit analyses for mitigation in different agro-ecosystems”  
- John Antle “Modeling GHG Incentives Using TOA-MD”  
 
Discussion and reactions to presentations and informal sharing of experiences and brainstorming on costs, 
benefits and trade-offs of different mitigation options and how to best support their adoption 
Why aren’t farmers adopting sustainable land management practices? 
- Food insecurity 
- Implementation costs (upfront expenses) – lack of data 
- Opportunity costs – many years until positive cash flow 
- Incentives are context/culture/generation dependent 
- Unreliable extension services – lack of trust  
- Must differentiate between humid tropics/dry tropics and Africa/Asia 
- Money is not always the issue/problem 
- Long learning process for farmers to understand financial incentives 
- Small individual incentive 
Words of caution 
- Some smallholders are already using sustainable farming practices – positive examples of what works 
already 
- Very important role of government to create multi-sectoral climate change strategies 
- Issues with private sector: aggregation, regulation 
Mitigation and Adaptation as Co-Benefits 
- Adaptation is the priority for smallholders and that is how incentives should be communicated, we 
can use mitigation finance for smallholder adaptation – mitigation is only a tool or vehicle and the 
primary benefit to farmers is adaptation, a system that uses all resources as efficiently as possible and 
adapts to a changing climate 
- We can never talk separately about adaptation and mitigation or poverty – increasing productivity has 
to be compatible with other climate-related goals 
- Adaptation interventions go better with development interventions 
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- Focusing on sustainable land management should be synergistic with mitigation 
Finance 
- We should move away from voluntary markets, we should blend mitigation finance broadly with 
agriculture development funds 
- Public-private partnerships are crucial 
- Carbon finance is capable of bridging the gap until farmers start making profit after adopting new 
practices 
- The main financing sources should be normal agricultural financial support, that also supports 
climate-smart agriculture 
- Private investment in projects is costly (verification, reporting, etc.) – maybe we need to find another 
financing system for the operation costs 
Insights from field experience: 
- Energy from farmers to be part of mitigation, enthusiasm to do something local, pride 
- Plan Vivo certificate – carbon is used as metric, easiest to measure but encompasses other elements 
- Rainforest Alliance – voluntary agriculture certification 
Private Sector 
- Private sector – can be a significant contributor to incenting changes, corporate sustainability 
- Entry point for private sector is concentrating on emission reduction rather than carbon sequestration 
(no permanence issues) 
 
Day 1 – Afternoon Session 1  
Working Group 1 – Farm level adoption of mitigation practices – which options are good to go and where do 
we have gaps in understanding 
- Mitigation strategies 
o Cover crops, crop rotations, integrated nutrient management, tillage, water management, 
rehabilitation of degraded lands, improved agronomic practices, agroforestry, residue 
management 
- Barriers 
o Tradeoffs in practices, eg. agroforestry doesn’t always provide income, traditional extension 
goes to more intensive systems, lack of information, land rehabilitation often requires extra 
resources 
o Technical 
 Choosing species, spacing, companion crops, adaptive examples and demonstration 
plots  
o Institutional and Policy Constraints 
 No clear support for agroforestry because between agriculture and forestry 
(compartmentalization), lack of agroforesters, tenure and tree tenure, ensuring long-
term management 
o Income and Risk 
 Lack of clarity on how farmer gets income, lack of price support and registration, 
labor elasticity, farmer income level – potential to de-risk and provide credit 
guarantees 
- Opportunities to overcome barriers 
o Government - Domestic markets, cohesive policy, change of approach (bottom-up) 
o Strategies need to address and reach a critical mass 
o Appropriateness of intervention should be the first consideration 
- What can be generalized: 
o Lack of capacity in implementing these mitigation options 
Questions and Comments:  
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- Agroforestry one of the biggest mitigation opportunities – all depends on the system and context, 
tradeoffs need to be clarified, agroforestry for long-term carbon sequestration, as well as improving 
soils in the short-term  
 
Working Group 2 – How costs and benefits or adoption barriers differ among social groups 
- Define social groups: country/region, smallholders, size, gender, age, tenure, ethnic, culture 
o Define poor – within rural populations that can mean many things, landless 
- Different types of costs and  barriers 
o Fixed capital, knowledge, communication & language, program establishing programs 
o Ability to self-finance/access to financing 
o Sharing of information 
o Non-economic barriers: cultural 
- Define benefits: 
o Gender: control over assets and income 
o Both private and public 
- Connection between social location and physical location – potential correlation with mitigation 
potential 
- Issue of extension capacity, access to information – social and economic differentiation 
- What can be generalized: 
o What is pro-poor 
o When implementing projects, need to monitor in a socially stratified way who benefits  
o Scale and timing issues 
o Groups that can’t afford to invest or take on risk 
o General political biases across social groups 
o Bias in projects in a need for early success 
o Gender issues – reduce barriers for women 
o Need to provide better information for project managers and farm decision makers on the 
various costs 
Additional Questions and Comments:  
- We must create achievable safeguards to ensure that activities are pro-poor, is income the only 
indicator for poor? (safeguards = avoiding negligent impacts and encouraging positive impacts) 
- It may be beneficial to build conscious discrimination toward marginalized groups to help target the 
poor 
 
Working Group 3 – Devise a conceptual framework to communicate mitigation incentives to policy makers and 
development practitioners 
- Gaps of knowledge and projects with unfavorable cash flows; different types of costs – different tiers 
of costs that may be used as a framework (direct, indirect, soft – long time to recover costs, huge 
heterogeneity of systems, risk for investors) 
- Main messages:  
o Need to break down costs 
o Funding system 
o Notion of context specificity 
- Proposed actions: 
o Poverty comes first, cannot separate mitigation and food security 
o Consider framework looking at business as usual and understanding the costs of changing to a 
mitigation scenario to target appropriate funding 
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o Overcome short term financing needs 
o Identify buyers 
o Targeting farmers 
o Break down cost required for carbon management projects vs. sustainable land management 
projects 
Additional Questions and Comments: 
- Project oriented approach – this will determine the right instrument to increase farmer livelihoods 
and development (e.g. carbon market approach, policy approach, etc.) 
 
Day 1 – Afternoon Session 2 
Informal sharing of experiences with different incentive mechanisms from projects and countries 
Private Sector 
- Campbells Soup: To stimulate growers, we must be sure practices will work and that there will be a 
net profit; start small with few growers, once methods have been proven, expand; motivation is CSR, 
industry competition; goal is 40 growers, 20,000 acres 
- Livelihood Fund: fund of 30 to 50 million euros from investors whose return is carbon credits, lifespan 
is 20 years; fund pays project development, practice development, extension services, validation; 
Livelihood Network – independent NGO, knowledge platform for extension agents; trust, strong 
institutions are key 
Carbon Markets 
- Plan Vivo: money from emission reductions provided as payments to smallholders (60% of carbon 
finance directly to producers) in exchange for adopting SLMPs, voluntary participation, carbon credits 
sold ex-ante; company buying credits must reduce their emissions as well 
- EcoTrust – Uganda: aggregated community carbon offset, ex-ante payments; entire families involved 
and sensitized; emphasis on gender, equal participation; risk buffer – 10-20% of credits cannot be sold 
- Most carbon finance projects have a public sector investment 
Certification Strategies 
- Rainforest Alliance: work on certification strategies and validation methodologies; scope of 
certification work dependent upon supply chains for global commodities (coffee, cocoa and tea); 
barriers to finance – huge issue; recently launched a climate module, voluntary criteria for adaptation 
and mitigation 
- CCBA (Climate Change and Biodiversity Alliance): alliance of international NGOs and Rainforest 
Alliance; CCB standard for voluntary carbon projects, currently tailoring the standard for an 
agricultural landscape 
- Ecuador / Marco Chui: REDD brings opportunity to collaborate with other land uses in the landscape, 
with small farming systems there are a lot of opportunities; land tenure issues very important; 
relationship between institutional arrangements very important; using REDD funds to address 
sustainable agriculture, reducing pressure on forests 
More Pilots.. 
- Need for incentives to take us beyond voluntary markets, address basic issues of how to implement 
on a larger scale; practice-based approaches for certification so you don’t have to measure carbon; 
build in conditions supporting climate-smart production systems into normal agricultural financing – 
transform production systems; multiple objectives of agriculture – mitigation alone is impossible – 
multiple stakeholders 
 
 
Day 2 – Morning Sessions  
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Presentations: 
Tanja Havemann “Smallholders: (Possible) finance & risk perspectives with respect to agricultural climate 
change mitigation interventions”  
Charlotte Streck “Incentives and benefits for climate change mitigation for smallholder farmers”  
Discussion 
- Importance of LAMAs (Locally Appropriate Mitigation Actions), importance of local governments and 
local funding, as well as locally formulated incentive mechanisms 
- Developing country fear of per product emission standards; lot of discussion in agriculture for life-
cycle based emissions accounting 
- As countries with high emission intensity increase food production for food security, they will reduce 
their emission intensity, not their overall emissions 
- Both output and area based indicators should be used 
- 2 fundamentally different groups in smallholder world: places where there is enough institutional and 
social capital to make an incentive mechanism viable, and places where there is not – elaborate 
financing mechanisms do not work in the second case 
- Aggregation/coordination – consistent issue, maybe can build on rural development banks and 
producer coops, need to build aggregated coordination mechanisms – transaction costs can be 
reduced at a large scale 
- Many situations/areas where financial incentives are not necessary 
- What are the incentives for rich development players to pay for mitigation actions? 
 
Day 2 – Afternoon Session 1  
Working Group 1 – From global to local 
From projects to national programs 
- Policies must start from bottom-up, but government has responsibility of implementing policies; 
government should coordinate different sectors in terms of mitigation; mitigation should be part of 
normal development activities, along with adaptation 
LAMAs to NAMAs 
- LAMA can provide the decentralization of a NAMA 
Key Messages: decentralization is important; engage with readiness process at national level; carbon is a good 
proxy for sustainable development; include all sectors of society in mitigation; promote landscape and 
watershed approaches; link different financial sources 
 
Working Group 2 – How to integrate gender into the design of incentive mechanisms 
- Very context and culture specific 
- Subsistence system vs. commercial system 
- Group vs. individual 
- At the international level: gender principle should be part of mechanisms guidelines (text of CDM, JI, 
etc.), principle to improve the gender equality situation 
- Project Design: needs assessments should have gender component, mandatory applicability 
conditions about women in methodologies, indicators to measure project impact on women 
- Project Implementation: Gender issues reflected in the institutional setup of the project, rural and 
natural policies reflect gender considerations, address land tenure 
 
Working Group 3 – How can private sector finance enhance pro-poor mitigation 
Rationale: Involve supply chain investors 
Guiding Considerations 
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- Recommendations are applicable and advisable in contexts where SLM and mitigation opportunities 
present win-wins for climate and livelihoods 
- Private sector finance in global agricultural commodities markets is driven by a range of underlying 
factors (philanthropic/impact investing, first mover advantage, differentiation, cost of entry) 
Recommendations 
- Finance for REDD+/PES, etc should be deployed as up-front investment to farmers to finance adoption 
of BMPs, codified by credible standards, to enable farmers to access global commodities markets 
- Investing in commodity based mechanisms exposes farmers to increased risk and reduced control 
- Contractual agreements with buyers can create mitigation incentives 
- Expand use of responsible investment practices, aim to increase pro-poor mitigation opportunities 
- Synergies between micro-insurance, mitigation and adaptation communities to overcome technical 
climate mitigation barriers 
- Replicate SEC disclosure rules on “global accounting and disclosure” in new markets 
 
Day 2 – Afternoon Session 2 
Insights and recommendations 
- How to recognize different groups of poor and encourage pro-poor mitigation 
- Agriculture is distinctive and has benefits that are unique – need to catalyze mitigation in agriculture 
- Multi-functionality of agriculture – how to scale up, build on existing structures, enhance mitigation’s 
value 
- Adoption as a barrier to scaling up 
- Overcoming barriers to adoption: money not always the issue, technical assistance 
- Finance might be necessary to support the costs associated with transition to adoption 
- Need to mainstream mitigation notions into a whole variety of institutions 
- Local, district governments have a role to play too 
- Issues left hanging: aggregation, are based vs. output based measures, role of international funds 
 
Some outputs from the workshop and next steps will be: 
- Papers published on incentive mechanisms and smallholder adoption and barriers to adoption of 
climate-smart agriculture (Branca, Lipper, Havemann, Streck) 
- Policy brief with recommendations on incentive mechanisms for smallholders from workshop 
material 
- African Ministerial Conference on Climate-Smart Agriculture – “Enhancing Agricultural Productivity in 
a Changing Climate” in September–present a summary of workshop recommendations 
- Durban – recommendations from workshop 
- Continued dialogue and collaboration between participants 
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Smallholder Mitigation: Mitigation Options and 
Incentive Mechanisms 
Expert workshop   7-8 July 2011, Rome 
 
Purpose: To identify incentives for pro-poor smallholder-based mitigation 
Objectives:  
     1. Explore mitigation incentives that also support smallholder livelihoods and food security 
- Costs and benefits of mitigation options at the farm level and barriers for their adoption 
- Incentive mechanisms and associated institutional arrangements  
- Mechanisms specifically to reach women and the poor  
2. Develop principles for pro-poor incentives for smallholders  
3. Identify priorities for action and research  
 
Outputs:  
 Comparison of different mitigation options and their costs and benefits 
 1-page summaries of pros and cons of incentive mechanisms (for audience of practitioners and policy 
makers) 
 Principles or framework for identifying feasible, pro-poor incentives for smallholders and their 
institutional arrangements 
 Recommendation of priorities for action and research 
 
Agenda   
Thursday 7 July  
8:30–9.00 Introduction to the workshop: Welcome and Objectives 
9:00–10:30 Costs and benefits of mitigation options (presentations, 15 min each)  
 Empirical evidence for food security and mitigation benefits from improved 
cropland management - Giacomo Branca, FAO 
 Smallholder adoption and implications for climate change adaption and mitigation 
of sustainable agricultural land management - Leslie Lipper, FAO 
 Comparison of cost-benefit analyses for mitigation in different agroecosystems - 
Alex de Pinto, Beatrice Obiri, Khalil Allali, IFPRI 
 Simulating farmers response to incentives and impacts- Trade-offs Analysis –
minimum data (TOA-MD) model to simulate farmers’ response to such options or 
incentives, and also simulate the associated economic, environmental and social 
impacts of the changes in management/technology associated with greenhouse 
gas mitigation -John Antle, Oregon State University 
 
Coffee break 
11:00–12:00 Working groups  
(1) What is well understood and what not with respect to costs and benefits of 
agricultural mitigation options? Where are the uncertainties? Where is further 
work needed? 
(2) How will costs and benefits or adoption barriers differ for different social 
groups, e.g., the poor, men and women? 
(3) Identify what is generalizable. Construct principles or guidelines for decision-
making about mitigation options to best support benefits for and adoption by 
smallholders   
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12:00-13:30 Lunch 
 
13:30–15:30  Working groups continued and report back from the sessions 
 
15:30 – 16:00 Coffee break 
16:00–17:30 Informal sharing of experiences with different incentive mechanisms from projects 
and countries 
 
Friday 8 July  
8:30–9.00  Brief summary of outcomes of first day and introduction to incentive mechanism topic 
 
9.00–10:30  Incentive mechanisms for smallholder mitigation (presentations, 20 min each) 
 “Farmer-based” perspective: Integrating payments into existing financing streams 
and possibilities for new channels -Tanja Havemann, BeyondCarbon  
 “Macro-level “ perspective:  Market-oriented financial incentives for direct 
investments and regulatory and economic reforms/incentives - Charlotte Streck, 
Climate Focus  
 Discussion 
 
Coffee Break 
11.00–12.00    Working groups 
(1) Which incentives are working well, or not, and what are promising areas for 
further development? 
(2) What makes these mechanisms pro-poor and favorable for women farmers?  
(3) Identify principles or guidelines for delivering mitigation incentives to 
smallholders   
 
Lunch  
13:00–14:30   Working groups continued and report back from sessions 
 
 
Coffee break 
15:00–17:00 Recommendations for a framework and further action for mitigation options for the 
farm level and promising incentive mechanisms for pro-poor outcomes 
 Priorities for action among participants in their respective sectors  
 
Sponsoring and hosting organizations:  Climate Change Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS), Food 
and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
 
Location:  FAO, Viale delle Terme di Caracalla, Rome, Italy, telephone: (+39) 06 57051, Facilitation 
Room, Ground Floor, Building A (inside the Library)  
 
For more information please contact Alison Nihart (alison.nihart@uvm.edu), Christina Seeberg-
Elverfeldt (Christina.SeebergElverfeldt@fao.org) or Lini Wollenberg (Lini.Wollenberg@uvm.edu). 
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Participant List 
First Name Last Name Institution Email address 
Khalil Allali University of Meknes in Morocco kallali@hotmail.com; kallali2010@gmail.com 
John Antle Oregon State U john.antle@oregonstate.edu  
Tobias Bandel Soil and More tobias.bandel@soilandmore.com  
Hasan Bolkan Campbell’s Soup 
hasan_bolkan@campbellsoup.com; 
hbolkan@yahoo.com 
Giacamo Branca FAO Giacomo.Branca@fao.org 
Delia Catacutan ICRAF d.c.catacutan@cgiar.org 
Marco Antonio Chiu Independent chiu_marco@hotmail.com 
Free de Koning Conservation International f.dekoning@conservation.org 
Alex De Pinto IFPRI a.depinto@cgiar.org  
Silvia Donato IFAD s.donato@ifad.org  
Sandie Fournier Ambio, Mexico s_fournier@hotmail.fr 
Phil Franks CARE pfranks@careclimatechange.org  
Pierre Gerber FAO pierre.gerber@fao.org 
Tanja Havemann BeyondCarbon 
tanja.havemann@beyondcarbon.ch; 
tanja_havemann@yahoo.co.uk 
Gerald Kairu EcoTrust gkairu@ecotrust.or.ug 
Bo Lager Vi Agroforestry bo.lager@viafp.org; bosse.lager@telia.com 
Leslie Lipper FAO Leslie.Lipper@fao.org 
Mark Moroge Rainforest Alliance mmoroge@ra.org 
Elaine Muir Plan Vivo Elaine@planvivofoundation.org  
Constance Neely FAO 
Constance.Neely@fao.org; 
clneely@earthlink.net 
Henry Neufeldt ICRAF h.neufeldt@cgiar.org 
Matthias Seebauer UNIQUE matthias.seebauer@unique-forst.de 
Christina Seeberg-Elverfeldt FAO christina.seebergelverfeldt@fao.org 
Seth Shames EcoAgriculture sshames@ecoagriculture.org  
Charlotte Streck Climate Focus c.streck@climatefocus.com  
Marja-Liisa Tapio-Biström FAO marjaliisa.tapiobistrom@fao.org 
Francesco Tubiello FAO franci@get-carbon.com 
Lini Wollenberg CCAFS Lini.wollenberg@uvm.edu  
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Small Holder Mitigation 
 
A few insights and recommendations that emerged 
 
Pro-Poor 
• There is a a strong need to distinguish groups that cannot afford to invest, versus ones that choose 
not to: different approaches needed 
• Farmer income profiles & suitable intervention type 
• Biases toward early adopters (what about positive discrimination) Potential to de-risk, provide credit 
guarantees (but targeted)  
• How to overcome biases in extension 
• Monitor who is benefitting in socially differentiated way (overcome just saying ‘pro-poor’ and show it) 
• Work to help decision makers understand and appreciate the the contribution of small holders to 
development (including adaptation and mitigation) 
• Strong need to reduce barriers to women 
• Carbon markets might be boutique 
• Differentiate between the BRICS and others 
• Safeguarding – don’t make it too complex otherwise it token gestures 
• Timing of costs and benefits 
• Tenure situation – tenure of land, tenure of trees, etc. 
 
Scale but not Fail 
• There is a need for early success, early adopters in projects 
• We need to demonstrate success - can not fail now on our work to show small holder contributions to 
agricultural mitigation. 
• Use existing structures 
• Aggregators can receive incentives as well 
• Recognize heterogeneity 
• PES Schemes may not need to rely on international funding and could be sustainable based on 
transfers within watersheds and regions 
• Building in conditionality for agricultural investments. 
• Mainstreaming mitigation to reduce transaction costs (in organic agriculture, contract farming, fair 
trade, credit schemes. 
• Moving toward Programmatic approaches (POAs, NAMAs,) and addressing the competing 
 
 
Continue to Address Multiple Functions  
• Food Security, Poverty Alleviation, Environmental Processes/Services, Mitigation and Adaptation 
• Differentiate where multiple objectives are possible and the role of the poor in mitigation 
• Test whether bundling ecosystem services enables farmers to have greater viability in carbon 
markets. 
 
Overcoming Barriers to Transition and upfront finance 
• Money is not always the issue 
• Use public finance to support transition to climate smart agriculture 
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• Decision makers (project managers, farmers) need information related to opportunity costs and 
transaction costs 
• There is a strong need for technical assistance and improving systems for developing (mutual learning 
– e.g. farmer field schools) 
• Ex-Ante Carbon Credits 
 
Mainstreaming 
• Agricultural Development Funding 
• Sectoral Policies 
• Grower Schemes (Private Sector) 
• Local Government Development Support 
• Certification Streams 
 
Incentive to whom? 
• Direct payments versus indirect payments to farmers 
• Incentive to brokers/aggregators for achieving standards for sustainable land management  
 
Costs 
• Identify costs required to achieve sustainable development and appropriate funding streams. 
• Identify typologies and types of farms and appropriate finance for what they can undertake 
• Identify farmers who are cheap and reliable providers of mitigation 
• Commodity versus Subsistence 
• Corporate Guarantees  for loss due to innovation  
• Permanence Buffer (60%, VI Agroforestry) 
• Business as Usual Costs  
 
Full costs of carbon projects 
• Opportunity costs of using carbon project finance instead of agricultural development 
• Develop clarity on the full costs of carbon projects, including technical support and infrastructure 
development, etc. 
• Which costs are covered by carbon projects versus other sources of finance. 
• We have preliminary understanding of the costs of certain practices but difficult to compare globally 
at systems scale 
• Small holders can take longer to recoup costs but there is evidence of short payback.  Identify which 
activities have short pay-back time for low hanging fruit (Compost) 
• Establishment, maintenance, and opportunity costs must be included.  Full cost accounting would 
show the full cost.  
• Investment in SLM could be guided by a better full cost accounting of carbon market projects. 
• Demand for carbon is not a true market but individuals buying things. 
• Investors should be screened to avoid greenwashing – need for good investment guidelines. 
 
Peculiarities of Agriculture 
• Agriculture only requires a catalyst to achieve long term mitigation (while forestry will always need 
protection from logging), provided that practices support increased economics. 
 
Adoption of Practices 
• SLM Practices exist but why are they not being adopted. 
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• Agroforestry offers an important mitigation opportunity (more data is needed). 
• We need to identify the right practice for the right place with the technical support needed. 
 
 
What still needs attention? 
National to Local 
• The role of district governments, how to create incentives given the gap. 
• Differentiated roles under UNFCCC (Common but differentiated)  
• Landscape Approach and Land Use Planning is sub-national 
From Global to Local 
How do we move towards a programmatic approach ? 
From projects to national programmes 
Why?  
– Mitigation is transitional instrument 
– Country should report emission reduction to the global community 
– Scale, economy of scale 
– Coordination role of government, government led programmatic approach, local-national 
– Bottom-up approach 
– Government has the responsibility of implementing policy 
– Government coordinating different sectors (agriculture, environment and forestry) 
Global to National to smallholders 
• Mitigation a northern agenda 
– Its about sustainable agriculture! 
– Paradigm shift of understanding  
– Global problem (Not an issue at national level) 
– Mitigation provides all other services (Food services, etc.)  
• Normal development activities 
– National  policies  
– Adaptation more important than mitigation 
– Promote aggregation (private sector to farmers) 
– Provide benefits to smallholders... 
– Funding not only private 
 
LAMAs to NAMAs 
• From NAMAs to LAMAs with national funding 
• Local generated initiatives that leads up to NAMAs 
– Local activities can be sustained without international finance 
– Driven by local government 
• Motivation to NAMAs 
– Finance to better practices 
– Carbon mainstreaming public funding and private investment 
• Coordination of sectors (energy, water, infrastructure, agric. And forestry) 
International policies 
• Agriculture & Forestry major emission and mitigation 
• REDD+(+) 
• Smallholders not included 
• Political support 
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• Working at local level 
• How involving the smallholders? 
• Policies to set aside small forest areas, small conservation scheme (national programme).  
• MRV 
• Aggregation 
 
Integrating Women 
What are specific ways in which we integrate women better in the design of incentive mechanisms? 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Integrate Gender into the international mechanisms of the UNFCCC, such as CDM. 
 
It is a very context and culture specific issue, depending on commercial or subsistence systems, group vs 
individuals 
 
Design of projects 
Within the design of project there should be some mandatory rules targeting the incentive mechanisms for 
women, integrating activities, which give direct benefits to women, tailored to needs if possible. 
• In-kind incentives 
• Safeguards 
• Target market access 
• Payment revenue system. 
 
Implementation 
The institutional design should take women needs into account: strengthening eg positions in local 
institutions, land tenure, law 
 
When designing the project, indicators and criteria need to be designed to account for womens’ rights to 
ensure the right implementation of the project. 
 
30% of the trees you plant should focus on women’s needs…(fodder trees, etc.) 
 
Private Investment 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
Climate finance from REDD+/PES, etc should be deployed as up-front investment to farmers to finance their 
adoption of best management practices, codified by credible standards (voluntary or govt driven), that will 
enable farmers to access global commodities markets. Assumption being that engagement with these systems 
is financially sustainable.  
Mechanisms could include: 
• Political risk insurances (e.g. Terra Global Capital risk insurance from OPIC) 
• Credit-risk guarantees (insurance against default) 
• Bonds for SLM are opportunity but would require increasing credit-worthiness of issuer (e.g. by 
having another institution backing it). 
• Technical support  
• Regulations for quality control 
•  Recognize that if we invest in commodity based mechanisms we expose farmers to increased risk and 
reduced control over livelihoods. 
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•  Contractual agreements with buyers can create incentives for mitigation. 
– Identify means to enhance quality control delivered by technical extension.  
– Requires blend of public and private sector financing to collectively build capacity to 
harmonize provision of technical service delivery by range of public and private agencies. 
•  Expand use of responsible investment practices, with an aim to increase pro-poor mitigation 
opportunities. 
•  Search for synergies between micro-insurance, mitigation and adaptation communities to overcome 
technical climate mitigation barriers. 
– E.g. through micro-insurance and MRV to track adoption/continued implementation of 
agricultural practices that reduce risk and increase mitigation.  
• Replicate SEC Disclosure rules on “global accounting and disclosure” in new markets. 
CONSIDERATIONS: 
• Support efforts to mainstream models that enhance understanding and transparency of climate 
impacts of corporate operations, with an aim to encourage continuous improvement towards delivering pro-
poor mitigation. 
 
